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INTRODUCTION TO THE SERIES

The development of democratic and effective govemment at subnational
levels remains one of the central tasks of transition in Central and
Eastern Europe'and-the former Soviet Union. The sharing of expertise
between countries can contnbute mgmficantly to the reform process in
the region. Pursuing this goal, the Local Government and Public Servxce
Reform Initiative (LGI) has launched a series of discussion papers,
which will be distributed widely throughout Central and Eastern Europe.
The series will report the findings of projects supported by LGI and
will include papers written by authors who are not LGI grant recipients.
LGI offers assistance for the translation of the papers into the national
- languages of the region. The opinions presented in the papers are those
of the authors and do not necessarily represent the views of the Local
‘Government and Public Service Reform Initiative. '
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" Introduction

" Thank God they’re corruptible. They’re human and after
money like the rest of us. They’re not wolves. As long as
there’s éorruptibn, there’s hope. Bribes! They’re man’s

~ best chance. As long as judges go on taking money, then
there’s some chance of justide.——-Bextolt Brecht, Mother
Courage and Her Children, Scene 3.

.

B - Mother Coura’ge‘clearly felt that bribery and corruption had their advan-

tages for ordinary people. But Brecht’s point was that although she .

‘seemed so worldly wise in the short term, she was completely and tragi-

cally wrohg in the lpng termt. Our purpose is to explore public attitudes
toward low-level corruption in Eastern Europe—to see how many praise
it with Mother Courage and how many condemn it with Bertolt Brecht.
We focus on the way ordinary citizens use presents and bribes to
influence the officials they meet in day-to-day life. Our principal con-
cern is not with high-level corruption involving senior politicians and

officials or top businessmen, but with the role of corruption in the every- -

day interactions between citizens and the state. We look in particular at
Ukraine, Bulgari.ab, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic—near neighbors
with a common commitment to democratization in the.1_990's but with
very different historical -and bureaucratic traditions. Our findings are
based on 4,778 interviews c'ondlicted between November 1997 and
February 1998 with representative national samples of the public: 1,003
in the Czech Republic; 1,056 in Slovakia; 1,519 in Bulgaria; and 1,200
in Ukraine; Where appropriate we have illustrated these findings with
direct quotations taken from twenty-six focus-group discussions.and 136
in-depth interviews that we commissioned in the summer and autumn of

1996.




For every bribe-taker there must be a bribe-giver, but the relationship

_is not necessarily an equal one. If citizens take the initiative, pressing

their bribes—and their demands—on reluctant but perhaps badly paid
officials, then we might describe citizens as the source of corruption. If
the opposite happens, and officials abuse their position to extort unoffi-

cial payments from weak, powerless, and reluctant citizens, we might '

describe citizens as victims. And if the relationship is more equal, if cit-

izens want to give and officials are happy to take, then we might describe

citizens as accomplices.

Victims of the Transition

In all of the countries included in our stud);, ordinary people felt that
they were the victims rather than the beneficiaries of the transition to a
market economy. That is not to say that they opposed the changes in
principle: “The path we have taken is correct. . . . We should go the way
.all Europe is going. Despite the present difficulties, that is the only path
for the country” (Tenevo, IDI-4).? But ordinar’y‘ people had a strong sense
“of being pushed aside or cheated by powerful groups and individuals
during the postcommunist years: “A small group of people will live well
. thanks to the privatization of state property. Privatization is a big swin-
" dle” (Kyiv, IDI-3): “As far as plants and factories are concerned, it seems
to be more likely not privatizdtsia [privatization] but prikhvatisatsia [to -
* grab more]” (Rybinskoe, IDI-5). Only around 13 percent of the respon-
dents in our surveys claimed they had personally benefited in any way
from the processes of restitution (see table 1). ’ . N
In the Czech and Slovak Republics, around half of the public thought
 that the chief beneficiaries of the transition had been politicians and offi-
cials, about one-fifth thought that the beneficiaries had been the former
communist nomenklatura, and another fifth thought that the beneficia-
ries had been the vaguely defined Mafia. In Bulgaria and Ukraine, hoWé\




Table 1 .
Percentage of Respondents Who Benefited from the Process of Restitution

(Q12: Have you or your family benefited personally from the process of restitution?)

The Czech iRepublic " » ’ - i 13

Slovakia : ) 16
Bulgaria o 14
Ukraine : : 9

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answets were recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
. excluded from the.above calculations. Q12 indicated question pumber twelve in the questionnaire. The text of each question is glvcn in fult when
first cited; thereafter, the question number iy used to ideritify the question briefly but precisely. “Restitution™ was defined in Q11 as “giving land

or property back to the families of people who owned them before they were taken over by the state.”-

ever, over 40 percent thought the chief beneficiaries had been the Mafia,

_ over 30 percent politicians and officials, and rather less the former com-

" munist nomenklatura. “It’s clear that [the transition] is being affected by

 the old Soviet methods—the same special shares, special distributions,
‘and special privileges everywhere” (Sevastopol, FG-4).> The numbers

" that thought ordinary citizens had been the chlef beneficiaries never
exceeded 4, percent in any country (aee table 2)..

Table 2
‘Respondents’ Views regarding 'Who Benefited Most from the Transition

{Q9: Who do you think benefited niost from the move to'a market economy?)

. _ The Czech Republic (%)  Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

Politicians and officials - 49 ‘ 56 30 35
Ordinary citizens 3 : -1 4 1
Formet communist nomenklatura 23 21 19 13
Mafia . 20 ' 19 41 - 44
Foreigners =~ - 6 . 3 .6 7

Note: “Don't know” and “mixed/depends” answers were morded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. 'ﬁ\m answers have been
emluded from the above calculations.




’
. Looking to the future, people were a little more opnmlstlc about the

transition benefitin ordin citizens, but only a little: the percenta eof
g ordinary y P 8

people: who thought ordinary citizens would éventually benefit most

ranged from just 3' percent in Slovakia fo a maximum of 17 percent in

Bulgaria. Politicians and officials were still regarded as the most likely
long-term beneﬁmanes in the Czech and Slovak Republics, and they
came a close second to the Mafia in Bulgana and Ukrame (see table 3)

Table 3 - _
Respondents’ Views regarding the Beneficiaries of the Transition

(Q10: Locking ahead, who do you thmk will’ eventually benefit most from the move to a market economy")

-. The Czech Republic (%) Slovakm() * Bulgaria (%) Ukrame (%)

Politicians and officials : 47 . 61 -3 T35

Ordinary citizens N 8 3 17 1

Former communist mmenklatum 11 9 8 9

Mafia : 20 22 34 40

Foreigners 14 ) 5 10 9

Note: “Don’t know” and “nnxnd/depends” answers were reeorded if given spvmunemuly, but they were never prompted. These answers have been,
tluded from the above calcul. 3

Two out of three citizens in the Czech Republic said most of their
politicians now behaved worse than they did under communism, so did
82 percent in Slovakia and 87 percent in Ukraine, though much less in
Bulgaria. People in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic were evenly divid-
ed on whether officials who deal with ordinary people and their problems
‘now behaved better or worse: than they. did under communism; but 66
percent in Slovakia and 89 percent in Ukraine clalmed 'such offic1als
behaved worse (see table 4)




_ ‘ Tabled :
Respondents’ Views regarding the Behavior of Politicians and Official‘s
(Q54: Do you think that most politicians now behave better.or worse than they did under communism?
Q55: Do you feel that most of these officials treat people better or worse than they d)d under commumsm")

The Czech Repubhc (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgana (%) . Ukraine (%)

Most politicians hehave worse now 65 -82 - 40 87
Most officials behave worse now S Y4 Y 66 45 . 89 -

Note: “Dor’t know” and “mixed/depends” anawers were recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above calculations. “Under Communism” was replaced by dunng the Soviet period” in Ukraine and by “before 1989 else-

o where.

A Climate of Petty Corruption

People in all countries were inclined to suggest that even when a person
asks an official for something to which he or she is entitled to by law,
they would probably have to approach the official through a contact or
- offer something in order to' get a successful outcome. Perhaps they exag-
gerated, in casual gossip, the need to use contacts, presents, and bribes.

~ As we shall see, in their own personal experiences, they tended to report.

rather less need to use presents and bribes. \
Nonetheless, the figures are very high: bétween 76 and 90 percent of

the peaple surveyed in different countries said it was likely that a person

would have to approach the official through a contact. Between 62 and
91 percent said it was likely that a small present would be necessary.
And between 44 and 81 percent said it was likely that money or;an
expensive present would be necessary. These gifts were considered most
necessary in Ukraine and least necessary in the Czech Repu,bhc, the dif-
ference between Ukraine and the Czech Republic grew from 14 percent
on contacts, to 29 percent on small presents, to 37 percent on money or
an expensive present (see table 5). . '

" Generally speaking, people seeking something to which they were
entitled to by law were thought most likely to'have to offer money, a pre-
sent, or a favor to officials in state ministries or to hospltal doctors. They

e




o Table 5
_The Need to Use Contacts, Presents, and Bribes
(Q85-7: Suppose a person asks an official for something to which he or she is entitled to by law. To get a syc-

cessful outcome, is it likely or not likely that he or she would [Q85] approach the official through a contact,
[Q86] offer a small present, or [Q87) offer money or an expensive present")

0 : The Czech Republic (%)  Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine, (%)
Approach officials through a contact B 1 87 . - 86 920

Offer a small present _ 62 80 84 -9
Offer money or an expensive present 4 ’ 62 toT2 81

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if g:ven upomanmply, but they were never pmmpted These lnlwen have been
excluded from the above calculations.

- were thought least llkely to have to make such offers to school teachers
or to workers in the private sector. But perceptions varied sharply across ‘
 different countries. At one extreme, areund half or less of the partici-
pants in the Czéch Republic thought such offers would be necessary
except in the case of officials in state ministries. At the other extreme,
- over 80 percent surveyed in Ukraine thought such offers would likely be
necessary except in the case of school teachers and workers in the pri-
vate s;ector (gee table 6). ‘
Tony Verheijen and Antoaneta Dimitrova refer to Huntington’s argu-
- ment that “democratisation can bring corruption in the short term by
temporanly weakening the state and loosening social inhibitions. . . . By '
bringing into-question authority in general, democratisation can bring
confusion about standards of morality in general and promote anti- ‘social
behaviour.” We might add that the transition to a. market economy—:
quite separately and independently from the transition to a democratic
system—may also bring about an increase in monetary corruptlon\ as a
system based on non-monetary privileges is replaced by a system in
which everything has its price. ' o
There was a wide consensus that people would be more likely to; use
contacts, presents, and bribes now than they did under communism. '
Once again, such claims were most frequent in Ukraine and least fre-




Table 6
Likelihood that Bnbes Must Be Offered to Different Officxals

*(Q60-70: Now think of a person seeking somethmg to which they are entitled to by law. Is it hkely or not
. likely that such a person would have to offér money, a present, or a favor to get help from each of the follow-
ing—I mean offer more than the official charge?) .

v The pwch Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

(Q63) Officials in state ministries 0 - 85 82 - 87
(Q60) Hospital doctors o ’ 47 89 93 94
(Q67) Customs officials : 53 - 71 92 86
(Q65). Count officials 4“4 "~ 75 ) 80 87
.(Q68) MPs R 54 4 4 ' 80
(Q62) University staff r 3 78 ) 73 89 .
(Q64) Officials in local government ¢ offices 49 58 79 . 87
(Q66) Police officers ‘ . 42 64 ‘ 72 89
(Q69) Elected officials on local councils 4. 52 69 80
(Q70) People working in the private sector 42 ' 55 .63 61
(Q61) School teachers - . 10 36 45 - 68
Note: “Don'’t know” and “mixbd/depends” answers were recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompied. These answers have been

ucludedﬁunﬂwlbove lculations. The rows ire ged in d di cﬂdsyohvengehkdlhood

“quent in the Czech Republic. Over 80 percent of those survéyed in
Ukraine said people were more hkely to offer officials money or an
© expensive present now than they were during the communist period (see
~ table 7). '

" Table 7
~ Are People Now More Likely to Oﬁer a Bnbe"

(Q93-5: Compamd to the communist period, do you think it is now more or lcss likely that people in your

country would [Q93] approach an official through a contact, [Q94] offer a small pft or [Q95] offer money or
an expensive present?) ,

) _ ;I}xe Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)
 Approach the official through a contact 7 oo 19 : 88

Offer a small present ' 64 83 82 88
. Offer money or an expensive present 50 .69 76 80

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if given spontancously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above calculations.

v




®  Around three-quarters or more in every country thought their respec-
tive officials were more corrupt than people who worked in private busi-
nesses. Similar numbers were convinced that their officials were more
corrupt than officials in Génnany But people in different countries had
very different impressions about whether their officials were more or less
corrupt than officials in Russxa or other countries of Eastern Europe.

: Only 25 percent of the participants in the Czech Republic, but 80 per-
cent in Ukraine, thought their officials were more corrupt than in most
other Eastern European countries. More shockingly, only 8 percent in_
‘the Czech Repubhc, but 65 percent in Ukraine, thought their officials
were more, corrupt than in Russia (see table 8)

Table 8
" Respondents Who Believe Their Officials Are More
" Corrupt than in Other Places
(Q149-52: Do you feel that officials in government offices in your country are more or less corrupt than

{Q149] people who work in private businesses, [Q150] officials in Russia, [Q151] oﬁicmls in Germany, or
[Q152] ofﬂcmls in most other Eastern Eumpenn countries?)

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakm (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

People who work in private busmesses 72 : 75 ;8 84

Officials in Russia 8 16 - 31 © 65
Officials in Germany ‘ 79 % . 8 8
Officials in most other: E ’ . o

Eastern European countries 25 34 76 80

- Note: “Don’t know” and mmdldepend‘i answers were recorded if given spontaneously, bmtheywemnempmmphd.ﬂmeme'n have beeri
mludedﬁmndwnbovecdmﬂlmm C
In gosmp at least, there was a chmate, an atmosphere, of petty cor-
ruption. At one extreme, there were limits to allegations of official cor-
ruption in the Czech Republic;.but at the other extreme, perceptions of

- official corruption wére pervaswe and unqualified in Ukraine.




Alternative Perspectives on Corruption

The public in the former Soviet Union is notoriously more intolerant and
authoritarian than in Central and Eastern Europe.® But they are not nec-
éssarlly more law-abiding. Authority, morality, and law were separated
. from each other much.more clearly under the Soviet regime than in
Westem, and even Eastern, Europe. To some extent, Soviet laws were
 part of the propaganda battle with Western liberal democracy, rather than
codes to be followed whether convenient or inconvenient.’ It was the
party line rather than the law that had to be respected. Thus, Mikhail"
Gorbachev’s emphasis on a “law- bound state” in the 1980s was a radi-
cal idea in the Soviet context, though 1t seems banal in a Western lxber-
al context. . . :
If the Soviet reglme did not respect the law, there was no reason why
its citizens should do so either. Reflecting this tradition, we found that
people in Ukraine were far less willing than those in the Czech Republic
to say that people should obey a law they considered very unreasonable
or unjust rather than try to ignore or avoid it. By their own account, three
~ out of five people in Ukraine said they should try-to ignore or avoid laws
~ that they felt were very unreasonable or unjust. A large majority simply
did not equate law with merality in Ukraine (see table 9).

: Table 9
- Percentage of Respondents Who Believe They Should
Obey Unreasonable Laws

Q41 Which comes closer to your view? If people think a law is very unreaaonable or unjust, should they {1}
obey it or {2] try to ignore it?)

The Czech Republic _ , . 68

‘ Slovakia . . o T ‘ 53
Bulgaria . ) . : 63
Ukraine : ) 41

Note: “Don’t know” and mmed/dcpends answers were recorded if given nponuneoluly but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above calculations, ’




- We asked whether people considered the use of mdnéy, presents,
 favors, or contacts to influence officials (1) bad for the country and for -
those mvolved (2) bad for the country but unavoidable for people who
have to live here; or (3) beneficial because when you need a favor from
an official, you can get it. The first answer corresponds to simple and
“unqualified condemnation of corruption, whether on moral, egalitarian,
economic, or other grounds. “I do not approve of bribes” (Dolny Kubin,
FG-3). “It often happens that an unhelpful [official] gains even more
than the one who is willing to help. . . . I mean that someone may force
it out of you. . .. I am basically agamst it; things should work even with-
out [gifts]. Those people are there to help, they are pald for it, i’s their
duty” (Bratislava-2, FG-6).” “Corruption . . causes a distinction, . .
[but] every citizen is equal before any admlmstrative official. . ... That is
what equality should mean” (Sofia-1, FG-6). - Lo
" The second answer combines condemnation of corruption with some
excuse for those who practice it. “You can’t do anything another way in
this situation” (Horodok, FG-2). “I think that the majority of those who

- . take bribes are also compelled to do the same because they do riot get

[enough] salary. »(Striy, FG-5)."

And the third expresses a positive preference or approval: “In any sit-
‘uation, whatever amount of money [the citizen] pays, it is normally more
important that the pmblem is solved than that money is paid for it” (Striy,
* FG-5). Presents may- usefully encourage flexibility: “Someone needs a
passport in two months and someone else in two days. For the first per-
son, it’s not so important to give a gift, but for someone else it may be
erucial if he or she needs it immediately” (Hradec Kralove, FC-3) But
that does make citizens at least accomplices and often corrupting agents:
“We've just taught them this. We ourselves are guilty. We ourselves take
them things. The first and the second person bring something, and the
third can’t not bring something” (Khartsysk, FG-3).




S

Faced with these three options, ‘however, . relatively few people
expressed. a positive preference for a corrupt system, but a large minori-
ty was w11hng to excuse it. Taken together, 31 percent of the people sur-
veyed were willing to excuse or approve corruption in the Czech
Republic, 40 percent in Slovakia, and 42 percent in Bulgana or Ukraine
(see table 10)

Table 10
Respondents’ Opinions regarding the Use of Money, Presents,
or Contacts to Influence officials .

(Q153: Which comes closest to your v:ew about the use of money, presem.s, favors, end contacts to influence
officials: [1] It is bad for the country and for those involved; [2] it is bad for the country buit unavoidable for .
the people who have to live he're, or [3] you prefer it that way because when you need a favor from an official,
you can get it?)

i

'The Czech Republic (%) . Slovakia (%) . Bulgaria (%) 'Ukm.ine’ (%)

Bad for the country o ) L S
and those involved o 69 .60 -7 58 .58
Bad for the country - . I
but unavoidable for citizens 25 28 / 34 31
Prefer it that way L 7 12 8 11

. Note: “Dor’t know” dnd “mixed/depends™ answers were recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never pnmpted Thele answers have been
excluded from the above calculations, . »

Another question sharpened -thé cross-national differences. Faced -
with the sha’rp‘-choice between an austere system where officials never
- accepted presents and never did favors for people and one where offi-
cials somenmes accepted présents and in return did favors for pedple,
‘only 9 percent in the Czech Republic and 19 percent in Slovakia opted
for a system of remprocal presents and favors, but 41 percent in Bulgaria
and 48 percent in Ukraine preferred such a system. The Weberian model
- of a well-oiled but inhuman machine was the ideal for the overwhelming
majority in the Czech Republic, but for only half the people in Ukrame
(see table 11).

\

o




Table 11
Percentage of Respondents Who Would Prefer a System of Presents and Favors |

{Q156: Which would you prefer a system where oﬁ'lclals {1] never accepted presents’and never dld favors for
people or [2] sometimes accepted presents and in retum did favors for people?)

The Czech Republic : 9
Slovakia i o ‘ : 19
Bulgaria C ) 41 .
Ukraine . ’ 448

Note: “Don't know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if given sponunewuly, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above calculations, ,

Attempts at Extortion

Even those people who are unwilling to excuse the use of presents and
bribes' may have to submit to extortion. “They put you in-a situation
where you have to” (Herodok, FG-6). “In this situation, you understand
that you have to give” (Horodok FG-2). “Of course. [officials] want to
use you. . . . They want to use their posmon as a source of income”
(Khartsysk FG—4) A

At one level, people may feel that the use of money, presents, and
favors is part of their national tradmon, part of their culture. Surprisingly,
we found that people in the Czech and Slovak Republics were by far the

most willing to accept that corruption was a permanent part of their cul- /-

ture. By contrast, only 16 percent of those surveyed in Ukraine saw it as
a permanent part of Ukraine’s culture; most people blamed the use of
presents, bribes, and favors on a moral crists in a period of transition (see
table 12). - A ' )

We should recall, however, that people in Ukralne were far more crit-

- ical than those in the Czech Republic of falling standards in public life:

87 percent of the Ukrainians surveyed said most politicians now behaved
‘worge than under communism, and 89 percent believed'that most offi-
cials now behaved worse than under communism. “In comparison to the
communist regime, people get worse help because at that time control




e . Table 12
Respondents Views regardmg the Origins of Bnbery
(Q187: Which comes closest to your view: the use of Inoney, presents, favors, and contacts to inﬂuence offi-

cials in the country is [1] a product of the communist past, [2] a moral crisis in a period of transition, or [3] a
permanent part of the country’s culture")

. ) The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgana (%) Ukmme (%)
" A product of the communist past 23 23 17 23

A moral crisis in a period of transition ) 31 30 49 62
A permanent part of the country’s culture 46 47. 34 16

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if given aponuneouuly, but they were never pmmpled These answers have been
exchuded from the above calculations. .

was more rigid. . . . The party controlled the people more. Now everybody
interpreté the law in the way he or she wants. Nobody is afraid anymore”
(Horodok, IDI-3). “During the communist regime [we got] better assis-
_ tance. There was more order. . . . [Officials] were afraid of somethmg ‘
(Sholomia, IDI-2). “There was more order in the administration, even in
the use of connections. Everything was more orderly. Now the economic
situation is poor and the state officials are really badly paid, which has
an effect on'their relations with citizens” (Kyiv, IDI-10). Such a very
recent fall in the gtahdards_ of behavior of politicians and officials could
not be atfribuied tb @ permanent national culture; it was explicitly attrib-
uted to the postcommunist transition. Right or wrong, the people we
mterv1ewed in Ukraine were at least consistent in their views.
We asked, “What was the main reason why officials take money or
-presents? Was it because (1) the officials are greedy, (2) the government
does not pay officials properly, or (3) people are desperate to buy favors
~ from officials?” In the Czech and Slovak Republics, our. respondents.
most frequently blamed the people themselves for seeking to buy favors.
In Bulgaria, they most frequently blamed the govei'nment for.not paying
officials enough. But in Ukraine, respondents most frequently blamed
the extent of low-level bribery and corruption on extortlon by greedy offi-
cials (see table'13).




»

TabLe 13
Respondents Views regarding the Reasons for Acceptlng Bribes
/
Q177: thch comes ¢losest to your view: the main reason why officials take money or pmsems is [1] the

officials are greedy, [2 ] the govemment does not'pay officials properly, or [3] people are desperate to buy
favors?) : ) .

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

" Officials are greedy 37 3Q 39 48

Government does not pay oﬂicmls properly 12 : 19 47 23
" People are desperate to buy favars 51 50 I L 30
Difference: % “officials” - % “people” -14 " -20 +25 +18

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” mweuwmmordednfgvennponmneously buttbeywmneverpmmpied Thueanmhvebeen :

excluded from the above calculations.

If we excludé thoée who blamed governments for paying officials

. badly, the balance of public opinion between blaming bribe-givittg citi-
zens and bnbe-takmg officials was ﬁrmly on blaming corrupt citizens in-

the Czech and Slovak Repubhcs, but on blaming corrupt officials in
‘Bulgaria and Ukraine. :

- Similarly, we asked for the most lmportant reason why people mlght
be more willing to give money or a present to an official now than under
communism. People in the Czech Republic were most likely to complain
that people push harder for special favors now, while a large majority in

Bulgaria and Ukraine, along with a narrow majority 1n Slovakia, com-
plained that ofﬁcmls now expect more (see table 14).

Officials may extort presents and bribes by making direct and explic-

it demands: “Sometimes it happens that an official you visit can tell you
approximately in what form he prefers to receive [a gift]” (Sholornia, FG-
2)." “He dlrectly said. how much” (Horodok, FG-4). “They told ‘me
straight oiit” (Khartsysk FG-5). “They say what the price of each thing
is” (Sevastopol, FG-1). “ ‘Give me 500,0()0 (Karbovantsy [coupons]) so
that I can make a labor card for you’ I never heard that you must pay for
a labor card!” (Volnovakha, FG-2). “The housing office [made explicit
demands]—we could have had a flat but only if we had given 30,000



, Table 14
Respondents Views regarding the Reasons Why People Are Now,
More Willing to Give Bribes

(Q107: Here are some reasons why ordinary people might be more willing to gi;'e money or a present to an
official now than under communism. Which do you feel is the most important?)

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

" People are more able to pay now 12 10 7 5
People push harder for special favors now 50. 38 21 31
Officials expect more now 38 52 72 63

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers wete recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers luve been
excluded from the above calclllmom . N

_crowns; that is, 30,000 crowns [asa bribe] to the officials there” (Zvolen,
FG 1). “My daughter was raped a year ago at the age of seventeen. Three
months ago, she was taken away again. When I went to the police, they -
told me I had to have 2,000 levs for the petrol and then we could go
search for her” (Straldja, FG-5). After experiencing problems and delays
in receiving property'seized' by the communist regime, one family final-_
ly went to their MP: “The MP found the guts and told them [his con-"

. stituents] how rhuch it would cost them for the favor [restitution]—[a
bribe of] 10 percent of [the value of] the real estate. The sum is fixed”
(Yambol, FG-4) _ i ,

More subtly—and more safely for them—officials can convey their
expectations or demands by hints, by complaints about their workload,
or by comments about the special efforts they are making. “Officials did
not say anything directly, but they were making hints” (Striy, IDI-5). “In
the case involving the militia, their hints made me do it” (Horodok, IDI-

-4). “One [police ofﬁcer] . not very explicitly but clearly enough named |

‘ aprice” (Sofia, IDI-4). “I think every government official from top to bot-
tom is likely to expect a present” (Sofia-2, FG-2). “They make you feel

" you should go down on your knees, bring a bottle, or offer 500 levs, so
that they look ‘at you, pay attention to you” (Sofia-1, FG-5).




According to. our respondents, officials made direct demands rela-
tively infrequently, although 11 percent in Ukraine, as compared with
only 2 percent in the Czech Republic, reported that they had been asked
directly for money or a present. But one way or another, officials often
managed to convey the i impression that they expected a special gift for
their trouble. Almost half of the people in the Czech Republic and
Bulgaria and two-thirds in Slovakia and Ukraine had either been asked
directly or were made to feel that some gift was expected (see table 15).

Table 15 ‘
Respondents Asked by an Official for a Bribe

(Q144: In these last few years dxd an ofﬁclal ever ask - you or your fs.mxly directly for money ora presem or
not ask directly but'séem to expect something?)

; i} The Czech Republic (%) - Slovakia (%) ~Bulgaria (%). = Ukraine.(%) -
* Asked directly 2 S 1 -

, Seemd to.expect. somethmg E7! , 64 3 56
Neither ‘ : 54 32 4 03

. Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if giveri lponu.neoully but they were never prompted. These answers hiave boen
excluded from the above calculations. i

And we are not- talkmg about mere body-language almost half of the
people surveyed in the Czech Republic and Bulgaria, over half in
Slovakia, and two-thlrds in Ukraine reported that officials had made
unnecessary problems in order to get money or a present for solving
them. “Bureaucrats propose to do it “unofficially’ —mentioning the diffi-
culties of solving the problem” (Kyiv, IDI-9). Contrast, for example, the
reports of respondents in Straldja and Khartsysk: “I got refusals because -

‘I could not afford to pay” (Straldja, IDI-2); but “For each paper, you have
to pay 1llegally, then they find the right forms, and no more refusals.
Bureaucrats treat us like puppets. Extort a lot” (Khartsysk, IDI-5).

Many respondents reported that this invention of unnecessary prob-
lems had happened only rarely to them or their families, but it had hap-
pened more than rarely to 19 percent in the Czech Republic, to 24 per-




cent in Bulgana, to 30 percent in Slovakia, and to 42 percent in Ukraine
(see table 16). ‘

\ . - Table 16 ‘
Respondents Who Experienced Unnecessary Problems

(Ql32 How often did these. afficials ms.ke unnecessary problems for you or your family in order to get money
or a present for solving them?) ) .

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

“Usually . : .3 8 4 14
" Sometimes o 16 ' 22 20 28
Rarely o ! 25 Coe7 25 25
Never . ' - 56 44 52 33

Nots: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers were reoo:ded if given spontaneously, but they were nevér prompted. These answers have been
exchided from the above calculations. .

Rem&x-'kably large numbers of people were ready to admit that they
would submit to extortion if they had the resources. We asked, “If you |
- had an important problem and an officml asked you directly for money
to solve it, would you (1) pay if you could afford it or (2) refuse to pay
_even if you could afford it?” Only 2 percent of the people in the Czech
* Republic said they had been asked directly, and only 9 percent said that
they would prefer a system of presents and favors; but, nonetheless, 37 -
percent said they would pay, if asked, and if they could afford it. Their
willingness to submit to extortion far exceeded both their actual experi-
ences of extortion or their preference for a system of presents ang favors.
~ In comparative terms, the 37 percent who were willing to submlt to extor-

tion in the Czech Republic was still a low ﬁgure, however, since 57 per-
cent in Slovakia, 58 percent in Bulgaria, and 74 percent in Ukraine
would also give- bribes if asked directly.

The qualification to these ﬁndlngs, “if you could afford it,” is impor-
tant. Bulgarians, especxally, had a tendency to explain that they simply
could not afford to pay bribes. “The Bulganan is used to offering pre-

~sents when contacting an official. .The official may ask for something
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[more than a present] as well and you will give it, if you can a.fford it. In -
- this case, you'll be attended very well” (Sofia-2, FG-2). “Sometimes you .

are sorry. I knew the price of my case in the hospital, but I didn’t have

the money” (Sofia-2, FG-2). “When I was in the hospital, a guy whose

father had to undergo an operation was told he had to give 20,000 levs.

He said he could afford only 10,000 levs. He couldn’t give the money,

and two days later his father died” (Tenevo, FG-5). “I got refusals
. because I could not afford to pay” (Straldja, IDI-2). “Roughly speaking,
we all here cannot. afford it. If you have enough mdney, you wen’t have ..
any difficulties. . . . Lots of money can make it” (Yambol, FG-2). So
although they would not refuse if they could afford it, many people, par-
ticularly in Bulgaria, did not pay sunply because they did not have the
means to do so.

Later we asked “Imagme you were an, ofﬁcml on a low salary and a
kperson who. came to you with a problem offered money or a present to
you. Would you be (1) tempted to give better service or (2) offended by
the offer?” Our respondents were almost as willing to admit to tempta-
tion as to submit to- extortion: between 35 percent . (in the Czech
- Republic) and 61 percent (in- Ukraine) said they would he tenipted

rather than offended (see table 17). ’

Table 17
Respondents Who Would Give and Accept Bribes -

£y

(Ql45 If you had an unponant pmblem and an official asked you dmrcctly for 1 money to solve it, would you
[1] pay if you could afford it or-{2] refuse to pay even if you could afford it? Q155: Imagine you were an offi-
dial on & low salary and a person who came to you with a problem offered you money or a ptesent Would you
be [l] tempted to offer better service or [2] offended by the oﬂ'er")

‘ The Czech Republic (%) - Slovalua (%) Bulgn.ria (%) Ukraine (%)
Would pay if asked . ) 37 ' 57 . 58 . 74
Would be tempted 35 - 45 38 - 61

Note: “Don’t know” and mner)/dspends answers were moon‘led if given lponhneously bu( they were never prompted. These answers have been’
luded from the above calcul .




The Actual Experience of Giving Presents and Bribes:

So we have found that a majority of the people surveyed in every coun-
try condemned the use of presents and bribes to influence officials. But
at the same time, a majority in every country except the Czech Republic
said they would give a bribe if asked and they would be tempted to take
one if it was offered to thep. These are hypothetical questions, however.

~ What did they actually do? We asked a battery of questions about
their actual experiences using eight different strategies for dealing with .

~ officials in the last few years—approximately the last four or five years.

" This time span was desngned to focus attention on the mid- to late 1990s,

well after the fall of the communist system. Two of these strategies are

relevant here Had they actually offered an official a “small present” o
“money or an-expensive present?” :

Many who admitted to offering a small present claimed they had done

no more than that, and they denied ever giving money or an expensive
present. But almost all those who had offered money or an expensive pre-
- sent had also offered small presents.® So we can usefully divide people

up into those who had offered an official (1).nothing, not even,a small

L presént' (2) a small present, but nothing more than that; or (3} money or

an expensive present

The majority surveyed in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic claimed
to have offered nothmg, but the majority in Slovakia and Ukraine admit- =

_ted they had offered at least a small present and perhaps more. The num-

bers admlttmg that they had offered money or an_expensive present

. ranged from_ll percent in the Czech Republic, to 19 percent in Bulgaria,
.to 31 percent in Slovakia, to 36 percent in Ukraine (see table 18).

Some gifts might be considered more an act of human politeness or

gratitude than briBes' to influence the officials. “There are situations

where [an official] does not ask or demand anything from you, but you do

it for him just out of gratitude” (Striy, FG-3). Most people would consid- '




Table 18
Respondents Who Had to Give Bribes

(Q141-2: In dealing with ofﬁcmls in the last few years, did you or your family usually, sometimes, rarely, or
niever have to [Q141] offer a small present or [Q142] offer money or an expensive present?)

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

(Q141-2) Nothing 76 42 66 43

(Q141-2) Small present only 13, 27 - 15 21
(Q142 only) Money or an expensive present. Wl - 31 - 19 .36

Note: “Dor’t know”" and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded l.fglven sponhneoully but they werenever prompied. Thse anawers have boon
excluded from the sbove calulaions. )
era modest box of chocolates or a bunch of ﬂowers presented to the nuts- -
es as a patient left a hospital such an act of politeness or gratitude. “If
 the doctor did an operation that rescued a person from death and his rel-
atives . . . bring a box of sweets, a bottle of cognac, and ﬂowers, that is’
not a bnbe” (Khartsysk FG-6). “It wouldn’t be very decent not to offer
chocolates or a bottle of somethlng as gratitude after you have had & -

-major operation” (Sofia-2, FG-4). “A box of candy, with gratitude,
because he’s done his job”. (Khartsysk FG-5). o

But even the gift of a box of candy lmperceptlbly shades from grati-
tude into extortion and bribery: “I had to do it. . Just to make the
bureaucratic machine work faster, I brought a box of candy” (Striy, FG-
4). “I am not buying him [the official], I am just giving him something -
for his work. Because he receives something, he does everything faster”

' (Nikolayevka, FG-2). Even gratitude itself is an elastic concept in the
minds of some citizens: “He’s very 'sick, my son, he misses a lot of
school. So purely from gratitude, I give something to the teachers, so that

 they’ll compromise” (Khartsysk, FG-2). C

Boxes of candy soon become bottles of brandy, while voluntary gifts
may be voluntary in form but extorted in content as the party would have
said. “I had to get the extemal passport, and I needed it urgently. Then
he said, ‘You want it to be done faster, take a bottle of cognac and go to
the militia.” He told me the name and said that I have to tell [the mlhtxa




officer] that I came from so-and-so and put the bottle right on the table. -
I came and as soon as he saw the bag, he understood why I came. ... T

‘put the bag on the table. Then [he] told me to come the next day to get
~the passport” (Horodok, FG-4). Such gifts are voluntary only in form.

Money or expensive presents, given in advance, are usually payments
designed to influence officials to give favors or to avoid causing unnec-
essary difficulties. Whether or not they are given voluntarily, they are not
signs of gratitude. “I gave him 20 dollars and he signed it. . . . I did it in
order for him to receive me and sign everything sooner. . . . Yes, just to

- make him givemea reference. I paid him, got a permission for a subsidy,

and that was it” (Striy, FG-2). “That office works fine. If I pay some extra

. money, they have it ready for me in an instant” (Hradec Kralove, FG-4).

“The assistant who was to pin the [university] entrance exam marks on

“the wall . . . was given money, and she ‘made mistakes’ deliberately in

the computer Later if thmgs became serious, she would confess—‘I am
sorry, I’ve made a mistake.” The student was already admitted, he could-

" n't be expelled, and she [the assistant] couldn’t be fired” (Sofia-2, FG-

1). Money was paid to influence officials everywhere, but people in -
Ukraine were not onl): the most likely to give large rather than small pre-
sents, they were by far the most likely to give before rather than after the
official had solved their problem (see table 19).
-~ The timing of glfts correlated with their size. Those people who had
offered money or expensive presents had usually given them in advance,
while those who had only offered small presents were as likely to offer-
them afterwards. Yet the correlation was far from perfect. Half of those
who had only offered small presents said they had usually done so before
the official had solved their problem, which suggests an element of
bribery even if the glfts were small, .
There was also an element of extortion even in gifts given after prob-
lems had been solved. We asked, “When. people give something to an
official before their problem has been solved is it usually- because (1)

>

e
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Table 19
Respondents Who Gave Bribes Before and After Thelr Problem Was Solved

(Q146: if you or your family ever gave money, a present, or a favor, was it usually before or after the oﬁic;al
solved your problem?) - ’

. The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)
Gave before (rather than after) ’

Among all who gave 52 57 37 69
. Gave before (rather than after) : .

Among those who gave small presents only 48 55 28 58

Among those who gave money 70 . . 69 54 © .76

Note: “Don't know” and “mixed/dépends” answers were mrded if given epontaneously, but they were never pmmpfed These answers have been .
excluded from the above calculations.

officials ask for something; (2) officials expect rewards, even if they do - '

not ask directly; (3) people feel it would be impolite not to; or (4) peo-

- ple want to give something"” Then we asked a similar question about
- giving something to an official after the problem has been solved, with a
"similar set of possuble answers, except that we reworded number four to

" read “people just want to express thanks for the help they have received”

- and added a fifth choice: * people feel they might need help again from
the same official. ”

: In every country, people thought gratltude was two or three times -
more likely to be the motivation when the gift was given after the prob-
lem had been solved. Simple extortion was a much less likely motivation
for gifts given afterwards than those given beforehand. But this reductlon
in simple extortion was almost balanced by the intrusion of 4 more com-

plex version of extortlon—the fear that the person mlght need. help in the
future from the same official and therefore could not afford to take the
risk of disappointing or offending him or her now. Taking both simple and
complex variants of extortion together, extortion was only a little less
likely to be the motivation for gifts given afterwards than for gifts given
beforehand (see table 20). In short, neither small presents nor gifts given
afterwards were entirely free from the taint of bribery and extortion.

s
o




Feeling Happy, Angry, Worried, or Ashamed?

In every country, people were far more angry about corruption amongst
top government officials than amongst officials who deal with ordinary
people. Nonetheless, up to 26 percent were annoyed most by corruption
amongst officials who dealt with ordinary people. And in every country,
. they were more annoyed by corruption amongst these low-level officials
than they were by corruption amongst top businessmen (see table 21).

\ ; Table 20 _
Respondents’ Motivations for Giving Bribes, by Timing of Gift

' (Q72: When such people [thosé seeking something to which they are entitled to by law] give something toan

official before their problem has been solved is that usually because [1] they want to give or express their
‘thanks, [2] it is |mpolne not to offer, [3] officials ask for or éxpect rewards, or [4] they might nepd help again?
" Q73: When peaple give something to an official after their problem has been solved is that usually because’
[1] they want to give.or express | their thanks, [2] it is impolite not to offer, [3] officials ask for or.expect
rewards, or [4] they mlghl need’ help again?)

K . . The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

Q72 . Q73 Q72 Q73 , Q72 Q13 Q72 Q73

They want to give or express their thanks 177 33 13 32 1 32 7 2
It is impolite not to offer . 25 20 2 11 11 9 17 14
Officials ask for or expect rewards .58 27 65 21 77 35 77 47
They might need help again T 20 — 3 — 25 - 18
Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” mwmwmmdednfgm-ponuneouily,butﬂwymmerpmmpted These dnswers have been
excluded from the above ci!mhum o . .

Table 21

Respondents Feelmgs about Corruption amongst Officmls and Busmessmen

J'-' (Ql61 thh of these makes you most angry: corruption among top govemment officials, oﬁ"lcmls you have
to deal with personally, or top busmessmen") )

" The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) ,Bulgana {%) Ukraine (%)

Top government officials ‘ 66 59 60 - 71
Officials you have to deal mth personally . 17 26 26 24
Top businessmen 17 16 15 5

‘Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” mmmwmnwdedfpmlpmnnmll)gbuttheywmneverpmmgwd These answers have been
excluded from the above calculations. _




This is not entirely unexpected. Officials are public servants; busi-
nessmen are not. Officials have more power over the lives of ordinary cit-
izens than private businessmen competing with each other in the mar-
ketplace. In his study of rampant corruption in Hong Kong, Wing Lo
‘found wide support for repressive measures against corruption amongst
' junior civil servants. He fournd much less public support for similar
actions against corrupt millionaire businessmen. “The public do not
always feel as thfeatgnqd by corrupt businessmen as they do by corrupt
public servants. .. . Public sector corruption is often related to extortion -
and solicitation of bribes by civil servants, . . . [which is] far more annoy-
ing arid disturbing to the daily lives of the people.” ’

People had complaints about the officials other than corruption, how-
ever. We asked people what, in their own personal experience, made
them most angry? Was it officials who (1) wanted money or presents; (2)
were- 1ncapable, (3) were lazy; or (4) did not provide enough .informa-
© tion? Officials seeking bribes came at the bottom of this list of irritations
in all countri¢s, Incompetence or failure. to provide enough_lnformatlon
came out on top. Indeed, only 4 percent of the people surveyed in the
Czech Republic and 6 percent in Slovakia were most angered by bribe-
- seeking officials; although, this figure rose to 10 percent in Bulgana and’

21 percent in Ukraine (see table 22).

Table 22
Respondents Oplmons regarding the Charactensncs of Ofﬁcmls
‘ that Angered Them Most ‘

(Q148 Andwhlchmndeywnnstangry oﬁ'cmlswhowambnbes,aremcapable,mlazy,orgavemadeqmemfw
mauon") ' ) )

The Casch Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

Want bribes . o . 4 . - 6 10 21
Are incapable S - 35 - 35 37
Are lazy 16 14 20 20
Gave inadequate information - 48 45 35 23

Note: “Don’t knaw” and “mxedldependa answers were recorded if given sponhnewsly but lhzy were never. pmmp!ed These answers have been
excluded from the above calculations. )
L /




People also suspected that many of their fellow citizens who gave
bribes would be happy enough if they got what they wanted. In all coun-
tries a majority vthought that people who gave money or a present to an
official and got what they wanted would be most likely to feel happy rather
than angry, worried, or ashamed. Indeed, they sometimes expressed their
own pleasure at a successful outcome achieved by bribery: “[Under com-
munism], if they told you “no,” you went away and it was ‘no.” Now you
give someone a bribe, and you go away and it’s ‘yes.’ I think it’s easier
now. Now you go with money right away, give it to'someone, and they solve
your problem. . . . It’s more expensive, but it’s easier” (Khartsysk, FG-2).
“[The official says] ‘We’re not giving you any kind of death certificate’
~ [for her brother who had died as a vagrant, without proper identification].
Well, what could I do? I brought champagne, chocolate, mandarin
oranges, some candy. . . . I gave her the plastic bag. She said, “Thank you.

Wait five minutes. Everythmg will be done. No problems.” I'm happy, -

_glad, because they gave [the certificate] to me” (Khartsysk, FG-4).
. “Officials were ready to break the rules—it was profitable for all of us”
(Striy, IDI-1). “Whatvl usually do is ask ‘how much,” then go to another
official and try him, and so on—until I finally pick the one who has

demanded the least. I pay after the official has provided the service to .

make sure my job will be done for me” (Sofia, IDI-3).

But a large minority did think their fellow citizens would be angry, wor--

ried, or ashamed. Some people objected to bribery on moral grounds: “I
am ashamed to give. . . ' I am not ashamed to thank somebedy. . . . I am
ashamed to give a bnbe” (Striy, FG-3). But others felt it was sxmply undig-
nified and degrading to give bribes and left them in a powerbess position:
. “You have to take up your cross, go there, give presents. When the official
wants, he takes it, but when he does not want it, he does net. I feel depen-

* dent and helpless” (Straldja, IDI-I). “If there were some price lists show- .

ing how much everything costs, I would go to a doctor and:receive a
receipt. Having a receipt, I ecould demand something. But the way we pay
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1 .
now, . . . you don’t know to whom you ‘give the money and for what. People
are right when they say that we pay twice” (Sholomia, FG-6).

If bribe-givers thought very few other people gave such things to offi-
cials, however, they would be much less likely to feel happy. In these cir-
cumstances, the percentage expected to feel happy dropped from 50 to
15 percent in the Czech Republic, from 63 to 18 percent in Slovakia,

‘from 66 to 36 percent in Bulgaria, and from 55 to 22 percent in Ukraine.

In every country, this new situation would increase the anger, worry, .

and shame of bribe-givers—but not by the same amount in each coun-
» try. In Ukraine, worry increased more than anything else. In every other
country, shame increased more than anything else. Thus, 34 percent of
our resporidents in the Czech Republic, 31 percent in Slo‘vakia, and 29

percent in Bulgaria—but only 20 percent in Ukraine—thought bribe- .

givers would then be most likely to feel ashamed (see table 23).

.Table 23
Respondents Feelings about lemg Money(or a Present
(Q103: Suppose people gave money or a present to an official and got what they wanted, would they be most-

likely to feel happy, angry, worried, or ashamed? Q104: But if they thought very few other people gave. such
things to officials, would they then be most likely to feel happy, angry, worried, or ashamed?)

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) -Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

o ©.QI03 Qlo4 Q103 Q104 - Q103 Q104 . Q103 Q104
Happy S 50 15, 63 .18 6 36 55 22 .
Angry - s 25 36 25 37 13 20 1 24
Wortied ’ o 15 - .5 14 11 ‘16 18 34
Ashamed 18 34 . 8 31 11 29 16 20

Note: “Dan’t know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These: answers have been
,excluded from the sbove ggleulations. ;

~ Similarly, a ma;onfty of the pe‘ople we surveyed in all countries
~ thought that officials who accepted money or a present would be most
likely tqy'feel'happy rather than angry, worried; or ashamed. However, if
bribe-takers thoﬁght very few other officials accepted these things, then
these Lbrﬁlpt officials would be much less likely to feel happy. The per-




centage expeeied to feel happy dropped from 48 to 17 percent in the

Czech Republic, from 59'to 21 percent in Slovakia, from 81 0 54 per-
cent in Bulgana, and from 72 to 32 percent in Ukraine. In Ukraine and
Slovakia, worry increased more than anything else. In Bulgana and the
Czech Republic, shame increased more than anythmg else. Thirty-one

perdent of our respondents in the Czech Republic, 29 percent in -

Slovakia, and 26 percent in Bulgaria—but only 8 percent in Ukraine—

thought bribe-taking officials would then.be most hkely to feel ashamed

" (see table 24).

Table 24
Respondents Views regarding Officials’ Feelings
- about Acceptmg Money or a Present

/

- (Q103: Suppose an official sccepted money or a present, would that official be most likely to feel happy,
angry, worried, or-ashamed? Q104: But if that official thought very few other officials accepted these things,
- would that ofﬁcml then be most likely to feel happy, angry, worried, or ashamed?) )

- The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgmna (%) - Ukraine (%)

Q105 Q106 ~  Q105.Q106 Q105 Q106 Q105 Q106

Happy o YT B U 59 21 8 4 12 32
Angry .3 3 4 7 1 2 2 4
 Vormied . ‘ 33 4 2 43 9 17 17T 56
. Ashamed o 1w 3 15 2% 10 2 9 8

Note: “Don’t know” and “mixed/depends” mwmmlwmdednfpvenlponuneomly but they were never pronipted. ’l‘heumwu-havebeen o

excluded from the above calculations. }

" Imagining a hypothetical situation where few others gave or eecepted v

bribes, people in Ukraine thought both bribe-givers and bribe-takers

would be most likely to feel worried. In the Czech and Slovak Republics,

t'hey also felt that bribestakers would be more likely to feel worried than
ashamed. But, in contrast to Ukraine, people in the Czech and Slovak
Republics felt bribe-givers would be, more likely to feel ashamed than
worried—and that they would be even more likely to feel angry. Feelings




about bribe giving and téking in Ukraine were therefore characterized by
a singular lack of shame and an excess of fear. ' -

Does Condemnation Matter?

" Earlier we found that a rﬁajoﬁty in every country condemned the use of
money, presents, contacts, or favors to influence officials as bad for the
country and bad for those involved. Whatever their grounds for con-
demning corruption, did condemnation really matter? Did people really
mean it? Were their answers merely ritual condemnation without much
thought or much connection to their gétual behgvior? '

~ There was some consistency in their answers. People who condemned
the use of presents and bribes were much more likely to opt for an aus-
tere, rigid, Weberian system in which officials never accepted presents
~ and never did favors for others, rather than one in which officials some-
times acceptéd presents and in return did favors for people. In Ukraine,
for example, the austere option was chosen by 64 percent of those who
condemned the use of presents to influence officials, by 46 percent of _
those who excused it, and by only 27 percent of those who' preferred it V
- that way. Of course, for perfect consistency these percentages should
have ranged down from 100 to 0, instead of from 64 down to 27. The -
degree of consistency was far less than perfect but it was nonetheless sig-
nificant (see table 25). :

"Moreover, those who condemned the use of presents and bnbes to
" influence officials were ‘much more inclined to refuse to pay them and
much less tempted to accept them. Although some of our percentages are
based on fairly small numbers of respondents, they suggest that con- -
demnation increased resistance to paying bribes by 36 percent in the
Czech Republic, by 30 percent in Slovakia, and by 29 petcent in
Bulgaria, though by a mere 3 percent in Ukraine. Amongst those who
condemned the use of bnbes, two-thirds in the Czech Republic, and half




) Table 25
Respondents Who Prefer a Rigid System, by Condemnation

" {Q156: Do you prefer a rigid system [without presents and favors]? [By Q153])

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) - Ukraine (%)

Bad for [specific country] . .
and for those involved 95 85 71 64
Bad for [specific country] ‘ :
* but unavoidable for people 85 79 53 46
Preferable because . ) .
©* youcan get favors - ' (68) (52) 23 27
Note: “Don’t know” and- mned/dependl" anawers were mmded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above calculati g losed in parentheses indicate that the figure is based oh less than one hundred, but at least

fifty, respondents.

- .. Table26
Respondents Who Would Refuse to Pay Bribes, by Condemnatlon

(Ql65 Would refuse to pay a bnbe if asked. [By 0153])

Bad for [specific country] .

The Czech Repubhc (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria {%) * Ukraine (%).

and for those involved ' 67 48 51 27
Bad for [specific country] - " . : : ‘ :

but unavoidable for people ‘ * 53 38 31 23

“Preferable because o i .

you can get favors . (31) . (18) . 22) (24)
Note: “Don’t know” and mued/dependl answers wele recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above calcul re d in h indicate that the figure is based on less than one hundred, but at least
fifty, respondents. ' . .

 in Slovakia aﬁd' Bulgaria—but only-a quarter in Ukraine—said they -
- would refuse to pay even if asked directly and even if they could afford
- to pay (see table 26).

Similarly, condemnatlon increased resistance to acceptmg bribes by

at least 35 percent in the Czech and Slovak Republics, by 33 percent in
Bulgaria, and by 18 percent in Ukraine. Thus, although three-quarters
of those in Ukraine who condemned the use of bribes would nopetlieless




pay them if asked directly, half would be offended by the offer of a bribe.
Condemnation had almost no effect on the willingness to submit to extor-
* tion in Ukraine, but it had a mgmﬁcant effect on the willingness to
accept bribes. That seems to indieate moral sensitivity combined with a
sense of powerlessness in the face of guthori‘ty (see table 27).

Table 27
Respondents Offended if Offered a Bnbe, by Condemnatlon

(Q155: Would be offended if offered a bribe [By Q153])

The Czech Republic (%) - Slovakia (%) - Bulgaria (%) “Ukraine (%)

Bad for [specific co;lntry]

_ and for those involved - 71 . 61 3 .. 45

Bad for {specific country] - ' .

but unavbidable for people 49 9 - 53 '3
Preferable because ) -

you.can get favors : n/a . (26) 40) 27)
Note: “Don't know” and mmed/depmdl mwmweremordednf@vmspontaneuuly lnnthaywmmerpmmpted'l'lmemwenhvebeen )
excluded from the above calcul Pe g enclmedm h md.lclta!.hntheﬁgunnbuedonlualhmmhundmd buulleut
fifty, respondents.

|

These questions about the .willingness o pay or accept /bfibes were
hypothetical. But condemnation also correlated with actual behavio®
over the past _five years. In pfactice, condemnation increased the num-
~ bers who never gave even a small present to an official by 37 percent in
the Czech Republic, by 18 percent in Slovakia, and by 29 percent in
Bulgaria—but by only 10 percent in Ukraine. And condemnation
: increased the numbers who had never given money or an expensive pre-

sent to an official by 23 percent in the Czech Republic, by 20 percent in o

Slovakia, and by 26 percent in Bulgaria—but by only 7 percent in - .
Ukraine (see table 28). ' .

Condemnation, whether motivated by moral, 1deolog1cal or.econom-

ic consnderatlons, did matter. It mattered in terms of actual reported

~ behavior, as well as in terms of what people would do in hypothetical sit-
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. Table2s
Respondents Who Have Never Given a Bribe, by Condemnatlon

(Question 141-2: Reepondcms who have never gven gnything or have never glven money or an expensive
present. [By 01531) '

‘

* " The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgan'a (%)  Ukraine (%)

" Have never given anything
Bad for {specific country] g ‘
and for those involved - 8l 45 74 46
Bad for [specific country] ’ .
but unavoidable for people 64 i 33 60 35
Preferable because . ' ‘ /
you can get favors |, - . “) 27 45 36,
Have never given money/expensive present
" Bad for [specific country] :
and for those involved 91 73 87 66
Bad for [specific country] ) . , : o
" but unavoidable for people 84 60 i - 60
Preferable because ; : o
you can get favors ’ -(68) ) 53 61 59
Note: “Don’t know” und‘mnad/depandl mwmwuemeadedlfpvennponnnewlly;b\mlwywmmerplmpud These answers have been
excluded from the above calculati Y in parentheses indicate that the figure is based on less than one hundred, but at least
fifty, rupondenu : .

.

uations. And it mattered in evefy country, though it mattered less in
Ukraine than in the other countries. If people condemned the use of pre-
sents and bribes to. influence officials, in Ukraine they were much less
willing to take bribes themselves, and they were somewhat less likely to

have actually given presents or bribes. But they were scarcely any less:

willing to submit to extortion if an official asked directly.

- Did Attempts at Extortion Succeed? .

Earlier we found that between 37 percent (in the Czech Republic) and

74 percent (in Ukraine) sangl they would pay a bribe if asked directly and
* if they could afford 1t. But what happened in practlce" How many of .




those who had real expenences with attempted extortion did actually
submit to it?
. There was a remarkable similarity sbetween the numbers who said
“they had actually given something when an official either asked directly
or seemed to expect something and the numbers who said they would do
8o if asked. Some people had given voluntarily without pressure, of
" course, but the effect of this pressure was to increase the numbers who
“had actually given something by 27 percent in the Czech and Slovak
Repubhcs, by 42 percent in Bulgana, and by 38 percent in Ukrame,
Such pressure also increased the (smaller) numbers who had actually
given money or an expensive present by 18 percent in the Czech
Republic, by 21 percent in Slovakia, by 29 percent in Bulgaria, and by
34 percent in Ukraine (see table 29)s o , '

- Table 29 C _
Respondents Who Gave Presents or Money, by Whether Officials
" Asked for or Seemed to Expect a Bribe

The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)
Q145: Would pay if asked I 57 58 C

-141-2: Gave presents or bribes by Q144
Gave something - =~ .
Amongst those who said
" officials did one of the foliowirg:
Asked for directly or : ’
seemed to expect something 39 ° _ 68 - .58 74
Neither asked for nor ‘ : s
seemed to expect something 12 41 16 36

Gave money or an expensive present o
Amonggt those who said officials v
did one of the following:
- Asked for directly or R
seemed to expect something . 21 39 35 50
Neither asked for nor ) :

seemed to expect something 3 18 6 16
Note:“Don't know” and “mixed/depends” answers were recorded if g:ven spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been
excluded from the above cllcuhhrml Percentages enclosed in parentheses indicate that the figure is based on less than one hundred, but at least
fifty, respondents.:




(Simi'larly, those who felt officials had created ‘unnecessary proble;ns

in order to extort presents and bribes were much more likely to have

given them. Unnecessary,vprobfléms increased the numbers who had
- given something to an official by 28 percent in thg Czech Republic, by

34 percent in Slovakia, by 33 percent in Bulgaria, and by 35 percent in

Ukraine. And unnecessary problems increased the (smaller) numbers

- who had given money or an expensive, present to an official by 17 per-

_ cent in the Czech Republic, by 31 percent in Slovakia, by 26 percent in
Bulgaria, and also-by 26 ‘percent in Ukraine (see table 30).

- So although cmz¢ns ' condemnation of bribery had relatively little, if

any, effect on their actual behavior in Ukraine, officials’ attempts at

extortion clearly had as much effect in Ukraine as anywhere else. People

y L

; , Table30
" Respondents Who Gave Presents or Money, by Whether Officials Caused
Unnecessary Problems

(Q141-2: i'l'hose who gave small or lmge presents. [By Q132])

" The Caech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) _Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

Gave something o
Among those who said officials
caused unnecessary problems
in order to extort a bribe: ] . .
~+ Usually, sometimes, or rirely 40 o 3 - 51 J0
Never ' 12 39 - 18 35

Gave money or an expensive present )
Among those who said officials
caused unnecessary problems
in order to extort a bribe: ) ) :
Usually, sometimes, or rarely 21 45 32 4%
Never " RN 4 14 6 20

Note:“Don't know” and mued/dependl mwenwmmmdedlfgvenlponuneoully.bunheywmmerpmmpwd Mlmwulhlvebem

excluded from the above calculati d in parenth mdxulcdmdmﬁgureubuedmleuthmmhundred but at least

fifty, respondents.
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in Ukraine were responsive to pressure from officials and frequently
found themselves under such pressure.

Did Official Pressure Outweigh Condemnation?

Clearly, both condemnation and extortion seem to have influenced actu-
al behavior to varying degrees in different countries. We can usefully
summarize our bfindings up to this point by calculating (Pearson) corre-
lation coefficients between giving presents and bribes, on one hand, and
condemnatlon or extortion, on the other hand. c

* In a highly compressed way, these correlation coefficients show what
+ we have already discovered from the more detailed tables: condemnation
- sharply reduced bribe giving in the Czech and Slovak Republics and in

Bulgaria but had ‘much less influence in Ukraine. The correlation
declined in power from -0. 25 in the Czech Republic to -0.09 in Ukraine.
Correlations with preferences for a rigid Weberian system (no presents
_and no speclal help) showed a-broadly similar pattern—significant in
every country except Ukraine." By cont:asf, the correlation between giv-
ing presents and bribes, on one hand, and our indicators of extortion by

officials, on the other, was strong in all four countries. It ranged from a

minimum of 0.26 up to a maximum of 0.43 (see table 31).

Indeed thechomlations with attempts at extortion are so strong that -

they raise the question of whether anything else mattered. But tabulating

the numbers giving bribes by a combinatien of condemnation and pres- =
sure from officials shows that both condemnation and pressure had-an =
mdependent influence on behavior. The effect of condemnation (visible

in the columns of the table) was clearly less than that of pressure (v181-
ble in the rows of the table) but nonetheless s1gmficant (see table 32).

Amongst those who had been put under pressure by officials seeking -

gifts, condemnation reduced overall giving by at least 16 percent in the

Czech Republic, by 13 percent in Slovakia, and by 17 percent in



. Table 31 _
Correlations between Giving, Condemnation, and Extortion

The Cazech Republic (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%)Ukraine (%)

© rx 100 rx 100 rx 100 rx 100
Correlation between Q141-2, “gave bribes,” ‘
and... . .
(Q153) Bribes are bad T -25 . -17 21 -9
(Q156) Prefer a rigid system -16 B 221 ]
(Q144) Official asked for or expected a bribe -33 h 26 - 43 39
(Q132) Official ‘made unnecessary problems 36 40 36 33

Note: The (Pearson) correlation coefficient times 100 is indicated by “r x 100.” 'l'lwfollomngcoduapply gave bribes: 0 = not, 1 = gave only a
small present, 2 = gave money or an expensive present; prefer a rigid eystom: 0 = prefer reciprocal presents and favors, 1 = prefer no presents or
special help; bribes are bad: 0 = prefer a flexible system, 1 = the system of bribes is unavoidable, 2 = system of bribes bad for country and those
mvdved.oﬁiudlukedfmmupecudhbu0=wﬁn;l-npomd,2 ukedduecllroﬂimd:mdeunmrypmblmhmm-
bnbeOﬂmer,l-mnly2=ulunllyorlomeumel

, Tablé 32 )
Respondents Who Gave Brlbes, by Condemnatlon and Pressure to lee ’
(Ql4l—2: Those who 'gave small or large presents. [By Q153 by Q144]) . '
. - The Czech Republie (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

e o ‘ Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Did officiet ask for or seem to expect a gift? o '
Percentage who gave anything ~
Amongst those who s:ud bnbee are . ‘
Bad ) 32 10 65 36 51 12 71 32
Unavoidable : 48 (16) 75 @45 61 19 75 (42)
Preferable i R n/a nfa ~ (78 n/a (68) n/a (78) nfa - -
) , Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Did oﬁ'icixl_és’k for or seem to.expect a gift? ‘
Percentage who gave money/expensive present
Amongst those said bribes are ’

’ Bad - EURR A 35 14 28 4 47 17
Unavoidable . @ 46 (23 3% 7 5105
Preferable n/a nfa (52) n/a (51) nfa (58) n/a

Note: “Don’t know” and “mned/dependa answers wm meonded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answors have been

excluded from the above caleul d in parenth mdlutethanheﬁgumubuedonleuthnnmhundmd,butnlun
fifty, respondents. . C N , .




- Bulgaria—though by only 7 percent in Ukraine. Typically, one Czech

* respondent (Prague IDI-15) felt that 50 percent of officials expected to
be given something but their salaries were adequate, and she did not feel
~ she should give them anything. Condemnation also reduced the (small-
er) numbers giving money or expensive presents by at least 7 percent in -
the Czech Republic, by 17 percent in Slovakia, by 23 percent in
Bulgaria, and by 11 percent in Ukraine (see table 33)."

* Similarly, amongst those who had experienced officials creating
unnecessary. problems in order to get a present or bribe, condemnation
reduced overall giving by at least 22 percent in the Czech Republic, by
9 percent in Slovakia, and by 33 percent in Bulgaria, though by less than
4 percent in Ukraine. And it reduced the (smaller) numbers giving
money or expensive presents by at least 11 percent in the Czech.

. Table 33 :
Respondents Who Gave Bribes, by Condemnation and Unnecessary Problems

(Q141-2: 'l'hose respondents who gave small or large presents. [By Q153 by Ql32])
\ The Czech Republic (%) Slovakia (%)Bulgaria (%)Ukmne (%)

) Yes No . Yes No Yes No Yes No’
Did the official ever make unnecessary problems?
* Percentage who gave anything ’ )
Amongst those who said bribes are : R . N :
. Bad - , 032 10 72 32 40 16 68 28
" Unavoidable - . 54 (15 77 (51) 58 21 74 (48)
Preferable \ _ dla wa . @Bl na (13) n/a (72) n/a

Yo No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Did the official make unnet;as’hry,pmblem?. ’
Percentage who gave money/expensive present

Amongst those said hnbes are ) .
Bad l6 3 41 9 25 . 4 4 14.
Unavailable 21 @) 52 (20 35 9 48 (25
' Preferable - wa na 57 na (55) wa (46) wa
Note: “Don'’t know” and mued/dependl answers were recorded if given spontaneously, but they were never prompted. These answers have been

excluded from the above calculati gt losed in p h lmhcmthﬂtheﬁgureubuedmlmthmmehundud but at least
fifty, respondents . .
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Repubhc, by. 16 percent in Slovakia, and by 30 percent in Bulgana——-
though by less than 4 percent in Ukraine."

Amongst those who condemned the use of bribes and who had not
experienced attempted extortion by an official making unnecessary prob-
lems, only 3 percent in the Czech Republic, 4 percent in Bulgaria, 9 per- -
cent in Slovakia, and 14 percent in Ukraine had given money or an
-expensive present to an official in the last five years." »

We can'usefully summarize these multivariate ﬁndiﬁgs by calculating
" multiple regressions predicting the numbers glvmg presents and bribes,
on one hand, from condemnation and extortion, on the other, The multi-
ple regressions confirm that extortion had a powerful independent influ-
ence on bribe giving in all countries. But they also show that the effect
of condemnationi on actual behavior declined slowly from the Czech
Republic to Slovakia and Bulgaria and then dropped sharply in Ukraine
where it was weak, possibly negligible." For example, if we use condem-
nation and officials’ expectations of gifts as two predictors of actual
behavior, the relative weights of condemnation and extortion are 19 ver-
sus 31 in the Czech Republic, but only 5 versus 38 in Ukraine. In the
Czech Republic, therefore, condemnation had two-thirds as much influ- /
énce as extortion (in oppo‘site directions, of course) on actual bribe giv-
_ ing, but in Ukraine extortion had almost eight times as much influence
as condemnation (see table 34)." '




~Table 34 N
Regressions Predicting Giving from Condemnation and Extortion

b The Caech Republié (%) Slovakia (%) Bulgaria (%) Ukraine (%)

. Beta x 100 Betax 100 Betax 100 Beta x 100
Muluple regresslons predlctlng Ql41—2
gave bribes,” from . ‘

(Q153) Bribes are bad 19 -15 -14 -5
(Q144) Official asked or expected a bnbe 31 C 26 -, 4 38

RSQ 15 9 20 15
'(Q153) Biibes arcbad  ~ . 2 a7 .18 ".10
 (Q132) Official made unnecessary problems . 36 39 - 34 - 32
RSQ ) 19 18 16 11
(Q153) Bribes are bad ' R 7 S 8
(Q144) Official asked for or expected a bribe 22 .. 19° 31 "33
(Q132) Official made unnecessary problems ~ 29° 34 18 22
RSQ : 2 - 21 22 21

Note: Betas are the “standardized regression coefficients” or “path coefficients” in the multiple regressions. The squared multiple correlation x
100 is the RSQ), or the “percent of variatitn explained.” The following codes apply: gave bribes: 0.= not, 1 = gave caly & small preseat, 2 =
mmyumupmnmt.bnbelmhd 0= prefer & flexible system, 1 = the system of bribes is unavoidable, 2 = system of bribes
bed for country and those involved; officials ssked for or expected bribes: 0 = neither, 1 = expected; 2 = asked directly; officials made unneces-
pmblemwmnhnbs O-ncver,lnnnly,2=usu-ﬂyonomeumu s :

Discussion

- We found very widespread allegations that ordinary people offer presents ‘
and bribes to the officials they meet in day-to-day life in Eastern Europe
and that the officials accept them, Using presents and bribes to influence
officials was widely condemned but widely practiced. Between 37 per-

" cent'and 74 percent in different countries said they would give a bribe if
asked directly and if they could afford it. Between 24 percent and 58
percent of the people we surveyed in different countries admitted that
they or thelr families had in fact given presents or bribes to officials in
the last five years. .




«©

Yet a majonty in every country condemned the practlce as bad for
their country, and for those involved, and most of the fest said it was bad
for the country, even if unavoidable for people who have to live there. We
hesitate to call this moral condemn.atxon because there are so many rea-
sons for condemning bribery and corruption. Some would no doubt con-
demn bribery as inherently sinful, on a par with lying; cheating, and .
stealing. Both liberals and socialists might condemn it on the more ide-
ological ground that it offends their concept of 'equélity of treatment by -
" the state. Transparency International, on the other hand, condemns
“bribery on grounds of rationality and efficiency rather than morality. But’
the basis for condemnation is not important. The fact remains that the
pi'actice is, for whatever reason, ‘widel); condemned. ‘

Relatively few people said they actively preferred a system where -
officials were open to the influence of presents and bribes, though larg-
er numbers preferred such a system to the alternative of a totally rigid -
system in which officials would never do a favor for anyone. That is not
the only possible alternative, however. Flexibility and special or favor-
able treatment for those with special needs should be the aim of any sys-
tem of admlmstratmn It is not necessary to equate ﬂex1b111ty with cor-
. ruptlon There are better alternatives than elther corruption or rigidity.

" Our evidence does not support the view that the people were the
source of corruption, pressing their bribes—and their demands for
favors—on reluctant officials. But there remains the question of whether
the people were victims of the officials or were accomplices. Did officials
abuse their position to extort unofficial payments from weak, powerless, -
and reluctant citizens, or were citizens as happy to give as officials were
;happy to accept? ‘ o -

" Itis a question of some practical as well as theoretlcal importance. If
ordinary people are the victims of extortion, it may be possible to reduce
pubhc sector corruption by reformmg the administration in one way or
another '* Reform would then go with the grain of publlc opinion and if -




well planned, should win public support. But if the citizens. are in
essence ac¢omplices in petty corruption, reform is likely to be more dif-
ficult and less effective, and it would be necessary to reform the people
as well as reform the administration. ,

In every country, ordinary people pictured themselves as the victims
of a transition to a market economy where the chief beneficiaries had
been (and would continue to be) politicians and officials; the Mafia, and

the former communist nomenklatura. On balance, there was no feeling.

anywhere that standards of conduct amongst officials had generally
improved much since the end of the communist system, and, in some
countries, there was a widespread consensus that it had declined. In
every country, a majority thought there was more need to use contacts,
presents, and bribes in dealing with officials now than there had been
under communism. - :

Nonetheless, a very large ma]orlty of the people in the Czech and
Slovak Republics thought their officials were less corrupt than in most

other Eastern European: countries, while even larger majorities in’

Bulgaria and Ukraine thought their officials were more corrupt than in
most other Eastern European countries. People in the Czech and Slovak
Republics were most likely to blame their fellow citizens desperate to
buy favors rather than greedy ofﬁcxals Conversely, people in Bulgaria
and Ukraine were more likely to blame greedy officials than their fellow

citizens (though people in Bulgaria were even more likely to blame their-

government for failing to pay officials properly).

When asked why people might be more willing to.give things to ofﬁ-
cials now than under. communism, people in the Czech Republic were
‘most likely to blame their fellow citizens, but Bulgarians and Ukramlans
were the ‘most llkely, by far, to blame officials who now expect more.
Opinion in Slovakia fell between these two extremes.



Taken at face value, these .ﬁndings suggest that people who gave
bribes to officials in the Czech Republic and, to a lesser extent, in
Slovakia were not victims but accomplices or worse. Reforms in these
two countries might therefore aim as much at bribe-givers as bribe-tak-
ers.'” In principle, it may be more difficult to reform the people than to
- reform the administration, but the task would be made easier in these

countries by the fact that -people explicitly blame bribe-givers more often
. than bribe-takers. In the Czech Republic, the task would be made easi-
er by the relatively low incidence of bribery in day-to-day dealings with
~ officials, so the target would not be the people as a whole but a deviant
minority. And it wo‘vlildfbe made easier in both countries by the possibil-
ity of making bribe-givers feel ashamed of their conduct. Unlike the

Czechs, people in. Slovakia were inclined to imagine that successful
 bribe-givers would feel happy, and they were the least likely to think

bribe-givers would feel ashamed, but they were particularly sensitive to

whether many oronly a few others were also giving things to officials. If
people thought only a few others were giving presents and bribes to offi- .

cials, the profile of feelings attributed to bribe-givers—happiness, anger,
/‘.feal_', and shame—was dominated by shame and anger in both countries.
“In Bulgaria and Ukraine, however, people were inclined to place the
burden of guilt on the shoulders of their ofﬁci\als rather }:hari on their fel-
low citizens. To a greater or lesser extent, they claimed to be victims of
the administration, though many in Bulgaria felt that junior officials were
also victims—victims of 4 government that did not pay them properly. .
But in Ukraine, people pictured themselves unambiguously as the
victims of officials high and low. Only/24 percent in Bulgaria, but 42 per-
cent in Ukraine, alleged that officials invented unnecessary problems
more than rarely in order to extort money or a present for solving them.
I they felt few other pe‘ople‘ gave such things to officials, people in
~Ukraine were over twice as likely as people elsewhere to feel worried but \
"much less likely than people elsewhere to feel ashamed. Three-quarters




of the péople surveyed in Ukraine would pay a bribe if asked' directly
and if they could afford it—far more than anywhere else. In their own
view, the people of Ukraine were the passive and guiltless victims of

rapacious Qﬂicidls.' Reforms targeted at bribe-givers in Bulgaria and -

more especially in Ukraine might only make people feel that they were

the victims twice over—victims of the low-level officials who extorted .
bribes from them and of high officials who then punished them for their.

submission to extortlon‘
Such protestations of .innocence may be a political fact, which it

would be very unwise to ignore, yet they may not be a scientific or moral

- fact. They need not be taken at face value,-even if they must be taken
"'into account when devising and implementing reform strategies. People
in Ukraine especmlly, were very keen to picture themselves as victims of

extortion. But that self-image is s]ightly tarnished by our findmg that 61

percent of the Ukrainians surveyed would be tempted to accept a bribe
_if they were themselves an official on a low salary, also by -our finding
that 48 percent preferred"a system in which officials sometimes accept-
ed presents and in return did favors for people. ' '

Our multiple regression analyzes suggest that attempts at extortlonv

had a large impact on citizens’ behavior wherever they occurred.. But
personal condemnation. of bribery had much less impact on citizens’
behavior in Ukraine than in any of the other countries. Bribe giving in
Ukraine was driven by extortion and not hindered yery much by person-
al . condentnation. Condemnation ‘bred strong resistance to atiempts at
extortion in the Czech Republic, for example, but little resistance in
Ukraine. It mxght perhaps be unfair to characterize citizens in Ukraine
as willing victims but, based-on our evidence, they were certainly pas-
sive victims, whose behavior was influenced much more by the actions
. of officials than by their own moral or ideological positions.



In the absence of pressﬁre from officials, however, few people who
condemned the use of bribes to influence officials actually succumbed to
.the temptation to practice it. Over the past five years, only 3 percent in
the Czech Republic, 4 percent in Bulgaria, 9 percent in Slovakia, and 14
percent in Ukraine said anyone in their families had ever given money

~ or expensive presents to an official, unless the officials had made unnec--

essary problems in order to get money or presents for solving them. Over

that period of time, the 14 percent in Ukraine. is.not negligible, but it is
not large. In the absence of pressure from officials, behavior did not con-’

tradict principle to a very large extent.

It was the frequency and effectiveness-of extortion—the combination '

of officials’ greed and citizens’ submissiveness—that produced high lev-
els of bribery despite opposition to it in prmmple In the Czech
’Repubhc, only 19 percent had experienced attempts at extortion more

than rarely and, amongst those who condemned bribery, only 16 percent‘

~ submitted to it. In Ukrame, at the other extreme, 42 percent had experi-
enced attemipts at extortion more than rare]y and, amongst those who
condemned bribery, 44 percent submitted to it—twice the frequency of

extortion by officials and three times as much submission by citizens as .

we found in the Czech Republic.
- Finally, we must stress the counterintuitive nature of our findings. It
»lis natural to imagine that where bribery is most common, citizens are
most likely to be willihg accomplices rather than victims. Our findings
suggest the exact opposite. They suggest that where bribery was least
common (in the Czech Republic), the relatively small number of people
who gave bribes were more likely to be accomplices or even corrupters.
And where bribery was most common (in Ukraine), the much larger num-

bers of people who gave bribes were much more likely to be victims of

extortion.
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1. Bertolt Brecht, Mother Courage and Her Children, translated by David
Hare for the National Theatre (London: Methuen/Random Hotise, 1995), 4.

- 2, Tenovo IDI-4 indicates a quotation from the fourth in-depth interview held
in the Bulgarian village of Tenovo. : . ‘
3. Sevastopol FG-4 indicates participant four in the focus-group discussion
held in Sevastopol. E : ‘
4. Tony Verheijen and Antoaneta Dimitrova, “Corruption and Unethical
Behaviour of Civil and Public Servants: Causes and. Possible Solutions” (paper
presented at NISPAcee Sth Annual Conference, Tallinn, April 1997), 8.
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Political Change in Postcommunist Europe (London: Macmillan, 1998), 8: 155.
6. See, for example, Marshall I. Goldman, Environmental Pollution in the
. Soviet Union:. The Spoils of Progress (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1972), 31.
7. Bratislava-2 was the second focus-group discussion held in Bratislava.
Two focus-group discussions were held in each capital city. '
" 8. A negligible 1 percent said they had offered money or an expensive pre-
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